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To the Right Honourable 


Sir EDWARD CLARKE, 
LORD MAYOR: 


And to the Honourable 


Court of Aldermen. 


M y Loxo, 
Beg leave to Preſent Your Lordſhip 


with the Vindication of my Sernion 

lately Publiſhed by the Order of 
Your Court, againſt the Cavils, Calum- 
nies, and wiltul Miſrepreſentations of a 
Socinian WV riter. The Argument is of 
that great Conlequence that it deſerves 
to be defended ; and this Pamphleteer 
has ſo rudely refleged upon the Honour 
and Sincerity of the Court , for their 
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Order to Print it , that I look'd upon 
my {elf under a double Obligation, to 
Detend lo Important a Truth , and in 
that to juſtify Your Lordſhip's Order. 
[ pray God rebuke that perverſe Spi- 
rit ot Infidelity and Herely which is 
gone abroad in the World, and ſecure 
the Faith of Chriſtians from all the Arts 
and Infinuations of Impoſtors. That 
God would bleſs Your Lordſhip's Go- 
vernment, and preſerve this Great City 
from all Temporal and Spiritual Evils, 
is the hearty Prayer of, 


My Loxov, 
Tour Lordſhip's, 


Moſt Obedient Servant, 


William Sherlock. 
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Dr. SuERLocGK's Sermon before my 


Lord Maryros, &c«. 


AIMEE H EN I receiv'd the threatning and boaſt- 
[EYE ing Meſſage from ſome buſy Faftors of 
#83 the Socinian Fraternity, what work they 

M9 would make with my late Sermon before 

WA my Lord Mayor, concerning the Danger 
TR of corrupting the Faith by Philoſophy, my 

greateſt Concernment was, how to meet 
with their Anſwer, which uſually comes laſt to my hands, 
and how to bear the Drudgery of reading it ; for their Ar- 
guments have been ſpent long ſince, and that little Wit 
they had is now degenerated into Railing. That ſcurri- 
lous Treatment they have lately given to ſo many Excel- 
lent Perſons, eſpecially to that Great Man the Biſhop of 

Worceſter, is a fair Warning to all who dare oppoſe them, 

what they muſt expe: And beſides the Experience of 

their many former Civilities, I had more than ordinary 
reaſon to expeCt it now, they being touch'd in a very ſen- 
ſible part, without any other Defence to make : And this 

Author has not deceiv'd my ExpeQations ; for upon a 
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Peruſal of his Remarks, I find nothing of Argument, a 
very little Wit, and abundance of Railing. His Wit and 
Railing be to himſelf ; but I am ſorry I can find nothing 
that looks ſo like an Argument, as to adminiſter occaſion 
for any uſeful Diſcourſe. This there is no help for; if 
Men will write Books without any Arguments to be an- 
{wered, there is nothing to be done, but only to ſhew that 
they have offercd nothing to the purpoſe, or that needs an 
Anſwer: And this will be done in a few words; for he 
has diſputed at large againſt what I never ſaid nor thought, 
but has not one word againſt any part of the Argumeat of 
that Sermon. 

His Title-Page pretends a great Zeal for the Dof#rine of 
the Catholick Church, and of the Church of England, con- 
cerning the Bleſſed Trinity : Which 1s as true, as that Richard 
Baldwin printed this Famphlet, who has publickly diſown- 
ed it in Print : But though a Socinian Conſcience can di- 
gelt ſuch Godly Cheats, as a piece of Wit and Artifice, 
yeta Wiſe Man would not venture on them, becauſe Man- 
kind hate to be abuſed, and grow very jealous of Men 
of Tricks. And yet had we to deal with Modeſt Men, it 
would be thought a little of the lateſt for a S9cinzan to talk 
of defending the Dottrine of the Catholick Church, and of 
the Church of England, concerning the Bleſſed Trinity : For 
their Cant about Real and Nominal Trinitarians, and Three 
Infinite Minds and Spirits, is too well known to paſs for {0 
much as a Jeſt any longer ; and till they can defend rhe 
Fudgment of their Diſintereſſed Perſon a little better than 
by ſcorning the Anſwer, which they will never be able to 
make any other Reply to, it were time for them, could 
they find any thing elſe to ſay in the room of it, to let 
that alone, And yet this is what he would bring this pre- 
ſent Diſpute to, if he knew how : He often flirts at T hree 
Infinite Minds and Spirits, though there is no ſuch Expreſ- 
ſion in the whole Sermon ; but till he ſays I intimate this 

in 
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in aſſerting « Real Trinity : Now if Three Infinite Minds 
and Spirits be eſſential to the Notion of a Real Trinity, 
( as his Inference ſuppoſes ) it is the belt Vindication that 
could poſſibly be thought of for that Expreſſion : For not 
to believe 4 Real Trinity, 1s to deny the Father to be a True 
and Real Father, and the Son to be a True and Real Son, 
and the Holy Ghoſt to be a True and Real Spirit; and this 
is to deny the Catholick Faith of Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt, which cannot be a Real Trinity, cannot be really 


Three, if eachof them be not truly and really what is ſig- ' 


nified by thoſe Names. But though that Phraſe of Three 
Infinite Minds and Spirits was uſed very innocently by me, 
only to ſignify Three Infinite Intelligent Perſons, each of 
which is Infinite Mind and Spirit, and neither of them is 
each other, which is the Catholick Faith ; yet I freely ac- 
knowledge, as I have done more than once, That it is 
liable to a very Heretical Tritheiſtick Senſe, if underſtood 
abſolutely, and in that Senſe I always diſowned it : And it 
is a ſign Men have very little toſay, when they make ſuch 
a noiſe with an inconvenient Form of Speech, though ex- 
pounded to a Catholick Senſe : But the Margin will dire& 
the Reader where he may find the true State of this Con- 
troverſy. 

But what is all this to my Sermon? which neither ex- 
plains nor defends any particular Hypotheſis about the Tri- 
nity, but is a general Vindication of the Chriſtian Faith 
from the Pretences of Reaſon and Philoſophy. But, The 
Do-trine of the Catholick Church, and of the Church of 
England, concerning the Bleſſed Trinity, explained and aſ- 
ſerted, azainſt the dangerous Heterodoxies in a Sermon ty 
Dr. William Sherlock, & And, Remarks upon Dr. Wil- 


liam Sherlock's ( Falſe and Treacherous) Defence and Ex- 
plication of ſome Principal Articles of Faith, &c. were 
more ſpecious Titles, and both ſo good, that they knew 


not which to chuſe, and therefore adorned the Title-Page 
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with one, and the Frontiſpiece with the other, that if ever 
a poor Sermon was contured with Titles ( which have a 
ſtrange Magick in them ) this is utterly undone. 


But it is time to conſider his Remarks, which exaQly an- 
ſwer the Title, that they are nothing to the purpoſe. I am 
not at leiſure to follow him 1n all his Harangues; and his 
Wit and Buffoonry I deſpiſe roo much to take notice of it; 
and when it appears that a Man has diſcharged all his Ar- 
tillery of Witticiſms againtt his own Miſtakes, he is witty 
at his own Colt too. 

He has made an Abſtrait or Summary ( as he calls it, 
P. 4.) of my Sermon, but in hisown Method, his own 
Words, anddircaly contrary to my Senſe : That is, he has 
abſtracted from every thing that is in the Sermon, that no 
Man living by his Abſtract can tel] what the Subje& or 
Drift of the Sermon was, or any one Argument contained 
in it: I'm ſure I who made the Sermon, knew nothing of 
it but by mere gueſs, as I read it in his Abſtrat; and 
would thoſe Men who read theſe Remarks, be but ſo fair 
and honeſt as to read the Sermon too, there would need 
noother Anſwer. 

The Firſt Branch of my Sermon in his Abſtract (P.8.) 
is this ; Philoſophy and Reaſon are the only things which thoſe 
Mex adore, who would have no God at all. And what makes 
ſome Men Atheiſts and Infidels, even the Philsſophick Tin- 
tture, and their adherence to Natural Reaſon, the ſame makes 
others to be Hereticks, that is, to be Artans, Socinians, and 
Pelagians. Now any one would think that this were one 
of the Heads of my Sermon ; which is {ov far from truth, 
that there is no ſuch Propoſition to be found there, but 
the contrary to-this is to be found there in expreſs words. 

In the firlt Page of my Sermoa there are thefe words: 
What ſome Men call Philoſophy and Reaſon ( and there is n9- 
thing ſo fooliſh and abſurd which ſome Men will no: call ſo ) is 
the 
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the only thing which thoſe Men adore, who would either have 
no God, or a God and Religion of their own making. And 
what Attempts ſome have made to undermine all Religion, and 
others to corrupt aud transform the whole Frame of the Chri- 

ian Religion, upon a pretence of its contradidting Natural 
Reaſon and Philoſophy, is too well known to need a Proof. 
And ſoon after ( P. 2.) Thu wain Pretence to Reaſon and 
Philoſophy ; the vr, a77z71, the vain deceit in my Text, 
which 1s applicable to all vain ſpurious Philoſophy, as well 
as P/atoniſm, and is ſo meant by the Apoſtle. And P. 7. 
Truly that which makes ſome men Infidels, makes others He- 
reticks, that is, a vain Pretence to Philoſophy. 

Now let any man judge, Whether this be to charge 
Atheiſm, Infidelity, and Hereſy, upon Reaſon and Philo- 
ſophy, or upon what ſome men call Reaſon and Philoſophy, 
which may be wery fooliſ> and abſurd? Whether the Pre- 
tenies of contradifting Reaſon and Philoſophy, and the vain 
Pretences to Philoſophy, ſignify Reaſon and Philoſophy ? 

T his is wiltul Miſreprefentation ; for it is impoſſible he 
ſhould miſtake, I having expreſly diſtioguiſht between 
theſe wain Fretences to Philoſophy , and true Philoſophy, 
(p.3.) Whoever conſiders what an Enemy theſe vain Pre- 
tences to Philoſophy have always been to Religion, will ſee 
need enough for this Caution ( of the Text.) True Reaſon, 
and the true knowledge of Nature, which is true Philoſophy, 
would certainly direct us to the acknowledgment and worſhip of 
that Supream Being, who made the Worli , and yet we know, 
there never was an Atheiſt without ſome pretence to Philoſophy : 
Though ir ſeems, as this Author tells us, Cp. 9.) there 
has been an Arch-heretick, even Socizus himſelt without 
it ; and ſo may all his Diſciples be too, and yet be vain 
Pretenders to Reaſon and Pluloſuphy ; however, I am as 
Orthodox in this Poiar, as my. Lord Bacon himſelf, whom 
he objeQts azainit me, whole Senſe I exaQtly expreiled, 
thouzh not his Words. 

But 
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But nothing can more fully declare my ſenſe in this par- 
ticular, than what the Reader may find (p. 10.) 2dly, Ler 


#us now conſider what great reaſon we have to rejett all the vain 


Pretences to Reaſon and Philoſophy , when oppoſed to a Di-+ 
vine Revelation. For that i: all the Apoſtle intends in this 


Caution, not to diſcourage the uſe of Reaſon, or the ſtudy of 


Philoſophy, which are great improvements, and a delightful 
entert ainment of Human Minds, and with a wiſe and prudent 
condut? may be very ſerviceab'e to Religion too ;, but we muſt not 
ſet up any Concluſions in Philoſophy againſt the Chriſtian 
Faith ; nor corrupt the Faith with a mixture of Philoſophy ; 
nor rejet# any Revealed Truths for want of Natural Ideas to 
conceive them by. Nothing can be plainer than this; 
That I am very far from condemning the ſober uſe of 
Reaſon and Philoſophy , thongh with the Apoſtle, I will 
not allow them to oppole the Authority of a Divine Reve- 
lation. So that our Author need not be fo terribly fright- 
ed, as if this Innocent Sermon were a deligned revenge 
againſt the Oxford Heads, the Learning of the Place, and 
Philoſepby it ſelf, ( p. 1.) (though the Apoſtle indeed 
will not allow Philoſophy alone to make Decrees in Ar- 
ticles of Faith) ; herc is no danger of ſetting up Folly and 
Falſhood (which would be to encroach upon his Province) 
or of writing a ſecond Morie Encomium, or praiſe of Folly, 
Here is no danger, that the Artic/es of Faith ſhould diſagree 
with true Reaſon and Philoſophy, though a vain appearance, 
a Socinian Philolophy, may contradiCt the Articles of Faith. 
Nay my Lord Mayor, and the Court of Aldermen, ( p. 9.) 
notwithſtanding this Sermon, may very ſafely ſend their 
Cbildren to Cambridge or Oxford, if they get good Tutors 
for them, who will teach them no Socinian Logick or Phi- 
loſophy : And which is more, we may confute Atheiſts 
and Intidels by Reaſon and Philoſophy, (p. 8. ) without 
being at the charge of buyizg a maſſy Quarto Bible, with 
Claſps and Boſſes, to knock 'em down with : As he very _ 
tily, 
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tily, and with great reverence to the Holy Scriptures, ex- 
preſſes it : For Reaſon and Philoſophy may confute 
Atheiſts and Infidels, though they have no Authority to 

f Faith, as to matters of pure 
Revelation. Nay more than this ſtill ( if it be poſſible 
to pleaſe him), we will allow Reaſon and Philoſophy to 
confute Hereſies, though not to judge abſolutely in mat- 
ters of Faith : Which I ſuppoſe is the reaſon, why, as he 
obſerves (p. 9.) Hereticks, many of them , are no leſs bit- 
ter againſt this ſame (damnable) Philoſophy : They proteſt, 
eſpecially in their Latin Works, that "tis this Philoſophy that 
corrupted and debauched Divinity, Damnable 1s a very 
faſhionable word, and ſhews him to be well bred, and 
to have good Acquaintance ; but it is a very great Truth, 
That though Catholick Chriftians would never build their 
Faith on Philoſophy, yet Hereticks have always had great 
reaſon to rail at true Philoſophy, as I obſerved in my Ser- 
mon (p. 10.) The importunity of Hereticks did very often 
engage the Catholick Fathers in Philoſophical Diſputes ; but 
this they did, not to explain the Chriſtian Myſteries by Philo- 
ſophy but only to ſhew, that as incomprehenſible as theſe My- 
fteries are, the Philoſophy of Hereticks, and their Objetions 
againſt theſe Articles, were very abſurd... And ſuch Diſputes 
as theſe may ſometimes be abſolutely neceſſary, and of great uſe 
to ſhame theſe vain Pretences to Philoſophy, while we do'not 
put the trial of our Faith upon this iſſue. And thus much 
for his firſt Propoſition, ( for it is none of mine) that Rea- 
ſon and Philoſophy are the two Idols of Atheiſts and Hereticks, 
and that make Atheiſts to be Atheiſts, and Hereticks to be He- 
reticks, (p.12.) 

His ſecoad Propoſition ( 1hid.) runs thus. That to aſcer- 
tain the very and true Faith, we muſt attend only to that 
meaning of Scripture which the Words and Phraſes do imply : 
Rejefting all mixture of Re:ſon and Philoſophy in our Di 
ſputes p 4 Religion, and our Inquiries about the meaning of 
Scripture, 
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Scripture. - Now let any Reader try, whether he-can find | 
any ſuch Propoſition as this in all my Sermon, either in 
words or ſenſe. I could not for ſome time gueſs, what 
ſhadow of pretence he could have for charging ſuch a Pro- 
poſition on me: I did indeed in ſome principal Articles di- 
ſtioguiſh between Faith and Philoſophy ; between what is 
revealed in Scripture, and what Philoſophical Diſputes , 
which the Scripture takes no notice of, have been raiſed 
about them, and warned all men from mixing and corrupt- 
10g the Faith wich Philoſophy ; but does this forbid us 
Expounding Scripture agreeable to Reaſon and common 
Senſe, and Philoſophy roo, where Senſe, and Reaſon, 
and Philoſophy, are proper judges ? They are not the ſu- 
preme and abſulute judges 1n matters of pure Revelation ; 
But does it hence follow, that they cannot judge of their 


proper Objetts? Do I any where ſay, That we mult al- 


ways expound the Scripture to a literal Senſe ? That when 
Chriſt is called a Way, a Door, a Rock, we muſt under- 
ſtand this licerally? And yet this is plainly what he would 
have to be my Senſe, as his beloved inſtance of Tranſub- 
{tantiation ſhews. 

In this Sermon TI have given no Rules for Expounding 


Scripture, which in time I hope I may. But what I aſſert 


is this, That when by all thoſe Methods which Wiſe Men 
obſerve in expounding any Writing, we have found out 
what the true ſenſe of Scripture muſt be, we mult not re- 
jeft luch Dottrines meerly becauſe natural Reaſon cannot 
conceive or comprehend them. That Revelation as to ſuch 
matters as are knowable only by Revelation, muſt ſerve inſtead 
of Senſe, natural Ideas, and natural Reaſon, (p. 11.) This 
gives a plain Anſwer to all his Cant about Tranſubſtantia- 
tion, from our Saviour's words, This is my Body, (p. 12.) 
For 1s there no way of knowing what is Bread, and what 
is Fleſh, but by Revelation ? Is not this the proper objeQ 
of Senſe and Reaſon? And then it does not come within 
my 
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| my Rule ; for Senſe and Reaſon muſt judge of their pro» 


per ObjeAs, though Revelation mult ſerve us inſtead of 
Senſe and Reaſon, as to ſuch matters as can be known oaly 
by Revelation ; that is, as I expreſly add, we mult upon 
the Authority of Revelation belzeve things which we do not 
ſee, things which we have no natural notion or conception of, 
things which are not evident to natural Reaſon : As for in- 
ſtance, If it be Revealed in Scripture that God has an 
Eternal Word, his Only-Begotten Son ; and that in time 
this Word was made Fleſh and dwelt among us; this Son 
of God became Man ; that God ſent forth his Son made of 
a Woman, made under the Law : Though neither Senſe 
nor natural Ideas, nor meer natural Reaſon, give us any 
notice of it; yet if we will own a Revelation, we mult 
believe it upon the ſole Authority of Revelation : Bur 
though Revelation in ſuch caſes be Senſe and Reaſon to us, 
becauſe we haveno other means of Knowledge; yet Senſe 
muſt judge of the natural Obje&ts of Senfe, and Reaſon 
of the ObjeRs of natural Reaſon ; but Revelation was ne- 
ver intended to unteach us what Senſe and natural Reaſon 
evidently teach, and therefore it cannot teach us, that 
Bread is Fleſh, and Wine is Blood. 

But this Sociniaz is got ſo far towards Popery, that he 
will not allow Senſe to be judge of this matter, whether 
the Bread be Tranſubſtantiated or not, and that for a very 
pleaſant Reaſon ; his words are theſe, (p. 13.) He cannot 


have recourſe to Senſe in the caſe, "tis only Reaſon and Philo- 


ſophy can help him out : For though the Apoſtles, who ſaw and 
raſted that it was Bread only, and not Fleſh, might have ap- 
pealed alſo to their Senſes; yet we that never ſaw or taſted 
the Subſtance which Jeſus gave then to the Diſciples, can 
know by Reaſon and Philoſophy only, by nothing elſe, that it 
was not his Fleſh and Blood : That is, I can't know by Senſe 
that Chrift gave Bread and Wine, and not Fleſh and Blood 
to his Diſciples, becauſe I did = See and Taſte my ſelf 

that 
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that very Subſtance that Chriſt gave to his Diſciples: Bur 
can T judge by Senſe that what I my ſelf See and Taſte in 
the Lord s Supper, is Bread and Wine after Conſecration, 
not Fleſhand Blood ? For that is the Queſtion between us 
and the Church of Rome; not, whether we receive the 
ſame now which Chriſt gave to the Apoſtles in the firſt 
Inſtitution ( which they take for granted, and to queſtion 
which, is meer Scepticiſm ) but what that change is, 
which the words of Conſecration make in the Elements to 
this day ; and if we cannot judge of this by Senſe, the 
Church of Rome have a better Plea for themſelves than I 
thought they had. And if I can't now judge by my own 
Senſes what it was Chriſt gave to his Apoſtles, and what 
they Saw and Taſted, I fear it will much weaken ſome 
other very good Arguments againſt Tranſubftantiation. 

But how will this Soei#ian, who rezets the Evidence of 
Senſe, confute Tranſubſtantiation ? Why that is eaſily 
done by Reaſon and Philoſophy ; as thus, The Text ex- 
pref ſays, it was Bread which he bleſſed and brake, and called 
it his Body ; therefore it was his Body in Sign and Sigxificati- 
on, not in Reality. All this is Arguing, tis Reaſon that 
convinces us, not Senſe, that the Subſtance he divided to them 
was indeed Bread, not his Fleſb, which he neither bleſſed nor 
brake. 

This is Reaſoning indeed ; But did Tever rejeft Reaſon- 
1ng and Arguing about the meaning of Scripture Words 
and Phraſes, and the true Senſe and Interpretation of Scri- 

ure? Is rhere no difference between Reaſoning about 
the Senſe of Scripture, and ſetting up the Concluſions of 
meer.natural Reaſon and Philoſophy againſt the plain and 
evident DofArines of Scripture ? It is certain I mage a ma- 
nifeft diſtinQion between them, p. 9. In all theſe caſes we 
are concerned ts enquire what the true ſenſe of the Article is ; 
for this the Seripture teaches, and ſo far our Faith is conceru- 
ed, and theſe are not only juſtifiable, but neceſſary Diſpites, 
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if the true Faith be neceſſary. Ana ſuch were the Diſputes 
of the Catholick Fathers with the Sabzllian, Arian, axd 
Photinian Hereticks, &&c. So that I allow of Arguing 
and Reaſoning as much as he does; and add, Bur that 
which we are to beware of, is not romix Philoſophy with our 
Faith, nor to admit of any meer Philoſophical Objeitions 
azainſt the Faith, nor to attempt any Explication of theſe 
Myſteries, beyand what the Scriptures and th? Faith and Pra- 
Hice of the Catholick Charch will juſtify. This diſtiaQtion 
he knew very well, but very honeſtly diſſembles ir, and 
endeavours to impoſe upon his Readers, as if Reaſoning 
and Arguing about the Senſe of Scripture, and reſolving 
our Faith into meer natural Reaſon and Philoſophy, were 


- the ſame thing. 


He was aware what Anſwer would be given ta this, and 
therefore in the very next Paragraph he confutes his own 
Reaſoning from Scripture, and proves that the Text does 
not confute Tranſubſtantiation : But if ovr Preacher, ſays 

2, believes it was only Bread, becauſe th: Text it [elf calls it 
Bread ( which was his own Argumeat ), let him conſrder, 
that ſeeing what was called Bread before Chriſt bleſſed it, after 
the bleſſing he calls it his Body ; we caunot know by Seuſe or by 
the Text, but by Reaſon and Philoſophy only, that it mas not 
changed ( by the bleſſing } into what now he calls it, namely, 
his Body. But if This lignifies Bread, then, T his is my Body, 
ſignifies, This Bread is my Body; and if Bread be his Body, 
then his Sacramental Body is not Fleſh: But I do not in- 
tend ro diſpute this Point with him, but only obſerve, That 
to ſet up his Reaſon and Philoſophy to be abſolute Judges 
in Matters of Faith, he will not allow either Senſe or 
Scripture ta confute -Tranfubttantiation, 

Ir cannot but give all ſober Chriſtians a juſt Indignation, 
r9 {ee the moſt Sacred and Venerable Myſteries perpetual- 
ly ridicul'd at this Prophane rate! In the Reign of King 
James there was a Pamphlet publiſhed to reconcile men to - 

C 2 | Tran» 
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Tranſubſtantiation, by repreſenting the DoArine of the 
Trinity to the full as abſurd, and chargeable with as many 
Contradiaions 2s Tranſubſtantiation: it ſelf: This was 
then charged on the Papiſts, and they were ſufficiently ex- 
posd for it; but a Great Man has lately informed us, That 
it was writ by a Socinian, to make men Papiſts or Socint- 
ans, as it ſhould happen ; which was a Glorious Deſign 
at that timeof day, for men who take tt ill if you will not 


allow them to be Proteſtants, and to enjoy the Liberty of ' 


Proteſtants: For they could not but ſee that Popery was 
then grown very Faſhionable and Tempting by the Fa- 
vour and Frowns of a Popiſh Prince; and that the gene- 
rality of Chriſtians did ſo firmly believe the Doftrine of 
the Trinity, that could they have perſuaded them, as they 
endeavoured, "That Tranſubſtantiation was as reaſonable 
a DoQrine as the Trinity, it was much more likely that 
they would turn Papiſts than Socinians. 

Inſtead of Popery men are now running into the other 
Extremes of Atheiſm, Deifm, and a Contempt of all Re- 
veal'd Religion, and that upon a pretence of making mere 
Natural Reaſon and Philoſophy their ſole Guide and 
Judge ; and now our Soinians have a new Game to play ; 
and if they dare not abſolutely deny the Authority of Re» 
velation ( which in many Inſtances they have ſhewn a 
good Inclination to), yet they give a ſuperior Authority 
ro Reaſon, which will ſerve as well, and make leſs noiſe 
than to reje& all Revelation. And if you ſhew them how 
abſurd this is, to pretend toown a Divine Revelation, and 
to make Revelation ſubmit to mere Natural Reaſon and 
Philoſophy, they preſently take ſanctuary in Tranſubſtan- 
tiation, and defend it again(t the Evidence of Senſe, and 
the Authority of Scripture, to make Reaſon and Philoſo- 
phy the Supreme Judge in Matters of Faith; and in the 
mean time matter not what becomes of Religion , what 
. advantage they give either to Popery or Deiſm, ſo they 
can but expoſe the Faith of the Trinity. He 
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He has given us a little Specimen of it here ; but the 
ſame Author, as far as I can gueſs from-the ſame Words 
and the ſame Thoughts, has with his uſual Civility attack'd 
my Lord Biſhop of Sarum upon this- Argument, which 
upon this occaſion I ſhall briefly conſider. 

His Lordſhip in vindication of the Chriſtian Myſteries, 
with great reaſon rejets Tranſubſtantiation out of the 
number of Mylteries, becauſe it contradits Senſe in the 
ObjeCt of Senſe; his words are theſe : Tranſubſtantiation 
muſt not be a Myſtery, becauſe there is againſt it the Evidence 
of Senſe in an Object of Senſe: For Senſe plainly repreſents 
to us the Bread and Wine to be ſtill the ſame that they were be» 
fore the Conſecration. Now I cannot think this Author in 
earneſt in the two firſt Anſwers he gives to this. His firſt 
Anſwer is, That #t is not pretended by the Papiſts, that the 
Bread and Wine have received any the leaſt Change in what 
is an Objett of Senſe. This is a Diſcovery worthy its Au- 
thor, that the Papiſts don't deny that they ſee, and feel, 
and taſte, and ſmell! the ſenſible Qualities of Bread and 
Wine: For who ever charged them with ſuch a Contra- 
diction to Senſe as this? But our Senſes judge of the Sub- 
ſtances of things by their ſenſible qualities; judge that to 
be Bread and Wine, which has all the qualities of Bread 
and Wine: And therefore to ſay, as the Papiſts do, Thar 
what our Sight, and Taſte, and Smell tell us has all the 
qualities of Bread and Wine, is not Bread and Wine, does 
not indeed contradict our Senſes as to ſenſible qualities, 
but contradicts that Judgment our Senſes make of the 
Natures of things from their ſenſible qualities : And this is 
that ContradiQtion to Senſe which the Biſhopjultly charges 
upon Tranſubltantiation ; as is evident in his very words. 

In his Second Anſwer he Diſputes againſt the Infalle- 
bility of our Senſes, as he calls ir, by ſuch Common Ar- 
guments as every Freſhnan knows how tro Anſwer ; 


only I donot remember, that the Deluſions of our Dreams 
uled 
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uled to be objeted againſt the Evidence of Senſe ; but 
ſuppoſe our Senſes may deceive us in ſome few inſtan- _ 
ces wherein both Senſe and Reaſon can Corre& the mi- 
ſtake, muſt they therefore deceive in the Nature of Bread 
and Wine ? Can he prove, that they ever deceive us with 
Qualities and Accidents without a Subſtance ? For that 
is the Cheat of Tranſubſtantiation : Ir 15 not pretended, 
as he obſerved in his Firſt Anſwer, That our Senſes de- 
ceive us in the Colour, or Figure, or Taſte, or Smell of 
Bread and Wine; and therefore all his inſtances of the 
Deception of* our Seaſes are nothing to the purpoſe; but 
let him give us any one inſtance of the other kind, if 
he can, and then we will believe Tranſubſtantiation in 
ContradiCtion ro our Senſes. 

But does he conſider, what the Conſequence of this 
Argument is ? He will not allow it a good Argument 
againlt Tranſubſtantiation, That it contradiQts Senſe, be- 
cauſe our Senſes may deceive us in the Objetts of Senſe 
(which by the way makes his inſtance of the Deluſions 
of Dreams, which are not the ObjeQs of Senſe, very im-» 
pertinent ; ) now if contradiction to Senſe be nor a good 
Objection , becauſe Senſe is not Infallible, what will be- 
come of his great Argument of Contrad:&ion to Reaſon ? 
For all men confeſs, That Reaſon is not ſo 1zfallible as 
Senſe is, as.is evident from all the Diſputes and Claſh» 
ings of Reaſon, and thoſe Abſurdities and ContradiCti- 
ons which contending Parties mutually charge upon each 
other ; and if a Contradiion to Falible Senſe be not a 
good OhbjeCtion againit the Truth of any thing, how 
comes 8 Cantradiction to much more F.llble Reaſon to 
be ſo unan{werable an ObjeQtian? And then we may 
much more {ately believe a Trinity in Unity, notwith- 
{tanding all rheir pretended Contradictions to Reaſon, than 
we can believe Tranſubſtantiation in CortradiQtion to Senſe. 
But in his Third Anſwer, he {cers to be in good earneſt, 
and I ſhall con(ider it as ſuch ; and it is this. Trans 
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Tranſubſtantiation is contradifted by Senſe , ſaith his 
Lordſhip , in an Obje& of Senſe ; therefore 'tis a falſe My- 
ftery. This is as much as to ſay, That a Faculty or Power 
judging of its proper Objett , always judges truly, and muſt 
determine our Belief. tHe muſt ſay this, or his Reaſoning 
is nothing. IT ask now of what Faculty or Power is Almighty 
God the Obje. He will Anſwer, Gol is the Objeit, not of 
Senſe, which diſcerns him not, but of Reaſon, which diſco- 
vers, and ſees this moſt Glorious Being. Therefore Reaſon, 
by bis Lordſhip's own Argument, juages infallibly concerning 
GGod, and muſt actermine our Belief about him: We muſt 
hearken to Reaſon , when it finds Contradiftions in what 
wen affirm concerning God. Now notwithſtanding his vain 
Brags, and his Triumphant Challenge to. the Biſhop, a 
yery little Skill will Anſwer this Argument. For, 

1, The Biſhop need not fay , becauſe it is not true, 
That every Faculty and Power judges as certainly of its 
proper Objett, as Senſe does, and then his Argument is 
quite loit : For if Senſe judges more certainly than 
Reaſon, then a manifeſt Contradiftion to Senſe is a more 
unanſwerable ObjzzAian , than any appearing and pre- 
tended Contradictions to Reaſon. I believe this Author 
is the firſt man who ever thus univerſally equalled the 
Evidence of Reaſon to that of Senſe; or that ever 
afficmed, that Reaſon could judge infallibly of God. And if 
Reaſon may be miſtaken ( which I ſhall take for granted ) 
eſpecially in the Infinite and Incomprehenlible Nature of 
God, ſome appearing Contraditions, or what ſome men 
will call Contradictions, are not a ſufficient reaſon to re- 
je& a Revelation, and to disbelieve what God tells us of 
Himſelf, and his own Nature. 

2%, Whatever certainty we allow to our Faculties in 
jadging of their proper Objeas, we mult extend it no 
farther than to what belongs to the judgment of that Fa- 
culty : The ſame thing may be the ObjeCt of different 
Fa- 


(36) 
Faculties, as it-is of our different Senſes ; but every Fa- 
culty, and every Senſe, judges of nothing in any Obje&t, 


but only what belongs to it felf, All the Obje&s of " 


Senſe are the ObjeAs of Reaſon too ; but Senſe judges 
of nothing but what belongs to Senſe, and Reaſon of 


what belongs to Reaſon ; and Reaſon can judge no far- | 


ther of any ObjeR, than it is knowable by Reaſon ; and not 
only the Divine, but even Created Nature has ſuch Secrets 
and Myſteries as are not knowable by Reaſon ; and there- 
fore it is manifeſt Ignorance or Sophiltry , to conclude 
from God's being the Objett of Reaſon , therefore Reaſon 
Juages infallibly concerning God : For, not to Diſpute about 
the 1nfallible Judgment of Reaſon, God is the ObjeCt of 
Reaſon, becauſe Reaſon can know ſomething concerning 
God ; but God can be the Object of Reaſon no farther 
than he is knowable by Reaſon ; and therefore if there 
be any thing which Natural Reaſon cannot know of 
God (as I hope this Author himſelf will own), with 
reſpe&t to ſuch matters God is not the Obje& of Rea- 
ſon, and Reaſon cannot judge at all, much leſs judge in- 
fallibly concerning God. But as Senſe leaves room for Rea- 
ſon in the ſame ObjeCt, ſo Reaſon leaves room for Faith. 

But muſt we not hearken to Reaſon when it finds Contra: 
ditions in what men affirm concerning God ? Yes, moſt 
certainly , as far as God is the Objet of Reaſon ; and 
knowable by Reaſon, but no farther ; for in ſuch matters 
as Reaſon cannot judge of at all, it cannot judge of Con- 
traditions. Senſe and Reaſon can judge of ContradiQi- 
ons only for themſelves, or as far as their judgment 
reaches , but may appear ContradiQtions themſelves to 
each other. As for inſtance : 

Reaſon affures us that Man conſiſts of Soul and Body, 
which are cloſely united to each other, and yet the Union 
of Spirit and Matter is no better than contradiftion to the 
Judgment of Senſe; for Senſe knows no Union but by Con- 


ract, 
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: tat, nor any ContaQ but between Bodies, which have ex- 
” tended and folid Parts, that can touch each other ; ſo that 


an Union without Conta@t is one contradittion ro the judg- 


- ment of Senſe, and a ContaCt without extended ſolid parts, 


which a Spirit has not, is'another ; and yet Reaſon does 


* not matrer theſe Contravittions ro the judgment 'of Senſe, 


becauſe Senſe is not the Judge of ſuch things : And it is 
the ſame Caſe between Reaſvn and Faith, which receives 
its information from a Divine Revelation, concerning ſuch 
Matters as are not knowable by- Natural Reaſon : ſhould 
Reaſon contradidt Faith in fuch Matters as Reaſon is no 
Judge of, this is no more an ObjeCtion againſt the Superior 
Evidence and Authority of Faich, than the Judgment of 
Senſe is againſt the Evidence of Reaſon ; ſuch Contradi- 
Qions are not in the nature of things, but are owing to 
our ignorance of Nature, and preſumption in judging of 
what we cannot. underſtand. 

The Example he gives of ſuch a contradiction to Rea- 
ſon, is a Trinity of Perſons , every one of which-is perfetF 
God, and jet all of them but One God ; 'but for my life, I 
cannot ſce this plain ContradiQtion, That Three Perſons, 
each of which has all the PerfeQtions of Divinitv, and is 
perfe&t God, (hould be ſo eſſentially united'in the ſ:me One 
Eteraal and Infinite Nature, as to be but One God. This 
is not a Contradition i» terminis, it is not Three Perſons 


and bur One Perſoun, or Three Gods and but One God, but 


Three Divine Perſons, and One God. If the Unity of the 
Godhead conlifted in che Unity of a Perſon, I grant ir 
would be a flat Contradition to ſay, Three Perſons and 


One God, which would be equivalent to Three Gods and 


One God ; but if the Unity of the Goayhead conliſts in the 
Vaity of Nature, that there is but One Eternal and Inki- 
nite Nature, which is the On: God, and'this Unity, and 
Identity of Nature be perfeQly and entirely preſerved in 
Three Divine Perſons, it is fo far from a ContradiQion to 

D ſay, 
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lay, That Three Perſons. are One Gad, that it. would, bea | 


Contradiction to ſay, That Three Divine Perſons, who 
have the ſame One Identical Nature, ſhould be more than 


Oae God ; for that is to ſay, That One Divine Nature, ' 


which-can be but One God, is Three Gods. 
Now this is all that Natural Reaſon telly us of the Unity 


of the Godhead, Thar there is, and can be, but One - 


Eternal Iofinite Nature, which is but Qne God ; this we 


expreſly teach , and therefore do not contradi& Reaſon ; 


bur then Scripture tells us, That there:are Three, Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt,-to whom the Name and Attributes 


of God, .and therefore this One Infinite Undivided Nature, * 


belong. This Reaſon boggles at, and Socinians call a Con- 
tradiction 3 but it-is ſuch a Contradiction, as Senſe would 
judge the Union of Spirit and Matter to be: At molt it is 
an imaginary Contradicion in the Subſritence of the Di- 
vine Nature, which Reaſon knows nothing about, and 
therefore can make no judgment of ; and ſuch appearing- 
Contradictions are.'no QbjeQions, becauſe they may be no 
Contradictions as we are fure they are none, when the 
DoQrines charged with thefe Contradiions are raught 
in Scripture. 


There is one diſtinQtion, which ſeems to me to ſet this _ 


matter in a clear light, and to anſwer all the Pretences of 
Contradictions; and that is, The diſtinQtion between Con- 
traditions in Logick and Philoſophy. A ContradiQtion 
in Lozick, is when two Propoſitions in exprels terms con- 


tradict each other; and all men grant that both-parts of 
fuch Contraditions cannot be true, as that there are Three * 
Gods, and but Oae God, which is to ſay, that there are, 2 
and that there are not Three Gods ; that there is, and that * 


there is not, but One only God. A Contra.Jiction in Phi- 
lbofphy, is when any thing is affirmed concerning the Na- 
tre or Eſſential Properties of any Being, which ſeems to 


contradiR all the Nottons and Ideas we have of Nature ln 
other 
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| otherBeings, and ſuch Contraditioas2s theſe eaay ke both 


erue ;-for the Natures of thiags may be contrary to, and 
contradict each other, and yetboth of them be trucand real 
Beings. There are infiaite In{tances of this in all Nature ; 
the Ideas of Hot and Cold, of Whute and Black, of Light 
and Darkneſs, of folid and fluid Bodies, of Matter and 


* Spirit, are dire& Contradiftions, in this notion of a Con- 
* (tradiQian, toeach other : And had we known but cne of 


theſe Oppolites by our Natural .Ideas, and the other had 


| beenrevealed to us,we might as jultly have.cried out of Con- 


tradictions, as the Socinians now do, when you mentiona 


2 Trinity of Perſons in the Uuity of the Divine Nature. 
For Heat contradicts the Idea of Cold, and Fluid of Solid ; 


as much as Three Perſons in the Unity of Nature, .con- 
tradits the Unity of Nature in the Unity of a Perton : 
This latter indeed is the natural notion we have, That 
there is but:Qne Perſon in One Subſiiting Intelligent Na- . 
ture ; ifor-we have no example of any thing elle, and there- 
fore can have no natural Idea of any-other 'Unity ; (but this 
does not/ prove, that it cannot be otherwile; for there 
may be Oppolicioasand Contrarieties in Nature ; .aad did 
we but conſider what an infiaite diſtance and unlikeneſs 
tthere 1s between God and Creatures, we ſhould not think 


| .r reaſonable to judge of the Divine Nature by the Ideas of 


Created Nature. 

This is a very real and ſenſible diſtinRion between Con- 
tradiQtions in Logick, and in Nature and 'Philoſophy, and 
there isa certain way to know them : . Logical Contradi- 


| Rtions are always immediately. reducible to 3s, .and 55.90: ; 
- forthey affirm and m—_— ſame thing in the:ſame ſence : 
' The Contradictions ind 


ature and Philolophy are only the 
-oppolition-and contrariety:there is between theideas of ſe- 
veral Beings, which can never.be reduced to:a Contradiction 


thefſenſe:and uſc of words. Let any: Sociniamntry the. Ex- 
D 2 periment 
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periment in the DoQrine of. the Trinity in Unity, and re- 
duce it to ſuch a -ContradiCtion if he can. A Trinity of 
Perſons in the Unity of the Divine Nature, is a Contra- 
diction to that Idea we have of the Unity of Perſon and 
Nature in created Beings, but this is no CantradiQtion in 
Logick;; for it is not a Contradiction in the ſame Nature 
and being, as all ContradiCtions in Logick myſt be, but 
it is a Contrariety or ContradiQtion ( if we will ſocall it ) 
between the Unity and Perſonalities of two very different 
Natures, the Divine and the Created Nature; and all the 
ContradiQion that can be made of it, is no morethan this, 
That the Unity of the Divine Nature, which is perfe& and : 
undivided in Three diſtin Perſons, contradifts the Noti- 
on of Uaity. in a Created Nature, which admits. but of 
One Perſon in One Individual, Nature ; But there are a 
thouſand ſuch Contradiftions in Nature, that is, different 
Natures, whoſe Ideas are oppoſite and contrary to each 
other, and yet all of them real Beings: But could they 
make a Trinity in Unity contraditt it ſelf, thatthe Frinity 
ſhould in:expreſs terms deſtroy the Unity, and the: Unity 
the Trinity, this would be ſoinew hat t> the purpoſe; for 
it would prove a ContradiCtion in Logick, when the Terms 
deſtroy each other ; but then the Trinity and Unity muſt 
be the ſame; a Trivity of .Perſons, and. but One Perſon ; 
or a Trinity of Natures, and but one Nature: But a Tri- 
nity of Perſons , true, proper, ſubliſting Perſons, in the 
Unity of Nature, which is the Catholick Faith, is not a 
Contradiftion in Logick, though it contradiats the Notion 


- of Human Perſonalities, which it may do, and yet be very 


true. This is abundantly enough to ſhew the Weakneſs 
and Folly of this Sociniax Cant about / ranſubſtantiation ; 
theſmpicty, Prophaneneſs , and miſchievous Conſequen- 
ces of .Q1t; let others conſider, 

His'T hird Chatge is, "That I ſay, That &s we are Chri- 
ftians, and unleſs we will be underſtood to rejedl the any__ 
Aut ho 
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Authority of Divine Revelation, we muſt believe thoſe Do- 
Arines which are thought to be moſt myſterious and inconcei- 
wable, notwithſtanding any Objeftion from Reaſon or from Phi- 
lolophy againſt 'em. He that believes no farther than Natu- 
ral Reaſon approves, believes his Reaſon, not the Revelation ; 
he is a Natural Philoſopher, not a Believer. He believes the 
Scriptures as he would believe Plato or Tully, not as Inſpired 
Writings, but as agreeable to Reaſon , and as the reſult of 
wiſe and deep Thoughts, P. 14+ 

Here he has taken ſome of my Words, and ſo put them 
together, as to conceal the whole Force of the Argument, 
which he always takes care to do. My buſineſs ( P. 10, 
11, &c, ) was to prove, © That we ought to believe thoſe 
« Doctrines which are thought the moſt my lterious and in- 
&« conceivable, notwithſtanding any Objettions from Na- 
« tural Reaſon and Philcſophy againſt them: And this 
«I proved from the Nature, Uſe, an4 Authority of Re- 
& yelation.. That Revelation, as to ſuch matrers as are 
« knowable only by Revelation , muſt ſerve inſtead of 
« Senſe, Natural Ideas, and Natural Reaſon, That if 


«ye believe upon God's Authority ( which is the (trift 


« Notion of a Divine Faith ) we mult believe without any 
« Natural Evidence, merely becauſe Go has revealed it ; 
« and then we mult believe ſuch things as are not evident 
«© to Senſe and Reaſon. That to believe no farther than 
« Natural Reaſon can conceive and comprehend, is to re- 
&« je&t the Divine Authority of Revelation, and to deſtroy 
& the diltintion between Reaſon and Faith. Herhat will 
& believe no farther than his Reaſon approves, believes his 
«Reaſon, not the Revelation, and is in truth a Natural 
« Philoſopher, not a Believer. 

Hereany man may perceive that our Sociniaz was plainly 
baffled, for he has not one word to anſwer, but only fays, 
that I contradi&t this my ſelf in my Vindication of the Do» 


Arine of the Trinity, where I aſſert , That ſuppoſe the 
natural 
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natural Conſtruttion of the Words of Seriptare import futh « 
Senſe as is contrary to ſome evident Principle of Reaſon, 1 
woz't believe it : Of this thore preſently ; but whar is 
this to the purpoſe ? Is there no difference between what 
Reaſon can't conceive, comprehend, approve, and what 
the Reaſon of all Mankind contradias? No difference 
between believing what we do not ſee, what we have no na- 
tural notion or conception of, what 1s not evident to natural 
Reaſon, and believing in contradiCtion to fenſe , and ſuch 
natural Notions, and natutal Evidence, as all Mankind 
agree in? | 

Burt heis very much troubled, — his Principle 
of believing Scripture no farther than Natural Reaſon 
and Philoſophy approves, how to diſtingniſh between'be- 


lieving ;Plato and Tully, and believing a Revelation. He : 


ſays, They look upon Plato and Tully, as great Men, but 
Fallible (p. 15.) and therefore may take the liberty to 
diſſent from them ; and believe them no farther than 
Reaſon approves : Very right ; but will he believe the 
Scripture any farther than Reaſon can conceive , compre- 
hend , approve ? Have a care of that : But they will dv 
as well ; if Reaſon will not approve of ſuch Scripture 
Do&rines, as it can't conceive and comprehend, they will 
Expound and Torture Scripture, till it ſubmits to Rea- 
ſon : For it is more congruous to think, that an Inſpired 
Writer uſes a Figurative, or it may be a Catachreſtical (very 
Catachreſtical ) Expreſſion or Phraſe, than that he delivers 
flat contradiftions, or downright impoſſevilities : That is to 
ſay, they muſt by all means believe, or pretend to believe, 
the Scripture ; but then they 'muſt never own any thing 
ta bein Scripture, which their” Reafon calls « flat contra- 
diftion, or downright impoſſibiliry ; which'is'the'very ſame 
thing ; for the reaſon why they 'will not allow, that the 


Scripture contains any thing, which cheir Reafon Foes not 


approve, is becauſe they "mutt believe the Scripture, but 


muſt 
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muſt noe believe-it beyond their awn Reafon and Compre- 
henſion ; andthe anly difference they make between Plas 


their Authority, when they pleaſe, but muſt be at the 


> trouble of Expounding away whatever they do not ap- 


< | 


prove in the Scripture, 

This is what I told them in the YVinrdication; and as 
Impious as this Author thinks it, I will venture to Tran- 
ſcribe that whole Paragraph. 

&« But I have not done with our Author thus ; but muſt 
«oive him a little more about Expoundiag Scripture ac- 


” © cording to Reaſon : For I affirm , that Natural Reaſon 


«is not the Rule and Meaſure of Expounding Scripture, 


- **no more than it is of Expounding any other Writing. 
: © The true and only way to interpret any Writing, even the 
| © Scriptures themſelves,is toexamine the uſe and propriety 


LY 


4 


* of Words and Phraſes ; the Connexion, Scope, and De- 
< {fign of the Text, its alluſion to Ancient Cultams and Uſa- 
&« pes, or Diſputes, &c. For there is no other goad reafon 


+ **to be given for any Expoſition, but that the words fig- 


* nify ſo, and the circumſtances of the place, and appa- 
© rent Scope of the Writer requires it, 

* But our Author (as many others do) ſeems to con- 
« found the Reaſons of believing any DoQtrine, with the 
* Rules of Expounding a Writing. We mult believe no- 
« thing that contradicts the plain and expreſs NiQtate of 
& Natural Reaſon, which all Mankind agree in, whatever 
'* pretence of Revelation there be for it ; Well, ſay they, 
*then you mult Expound Scripture {0 as to make it agree 


' & with the neceſſary Principles and DiQtates of Reaſan : 


* No, fay I, that does not follow ; I muſt Expound Scri- 
© pture according to the uſe and (ignifications of theWords ; 
* and maſt not force my own Senſe on it, if it will not 


| © hear it. Bur ſuppoſe then, that the Natural ConſtruRti- 


: <on of the words import ſuch a fenle as is contrary to 


« {ome 


Vindiucatio 
tion, 


P. 1 $9, 


( 24 ) 


© ſomeevident Principle of Reaſon ; Then I wont believe | 
*it. How ? Not believe Scripture ? No, no, I will be- © 
*lieve no pretendedRevelation, which contradiQs the plain ' 
© Dictates of Reaſon, which all Mankind agree in; and * 
*wereI perſurded, that thoſe Books, which we call the 
* Holy Scriptures, did ſo, I wou'd not believe them ; and # 
* this 1s a fairer and honeſter way, than to force them to 
* ſpeak, what they never intended, and what every impar- 
*tial man, who reads them, muſt thiak was never intend- 
*ed that we may believe them : To put our own Senſe on 
* Scripture, without reſpeCt to the uſe of words, and to the 
* Reaſon and Scope of the Text, is not to believe Scris 
** pture, but to teach it to ſpeak our Language ; 1s not to 
*{ubmit to the Authority of Scripture, but to make Scri- | 
* pture ſubmit to our Reaſon, even in ſuch matters as are * 
** confeſſedly above Reaſon, as the Infinite Nature and © 
* Eſſence of God is. 

* Though I am never ſo well aſſured of the Divine Au- 
*thority of any Book, yet t muſt Expound it, as I do, 
* other Writings ; for when God vouchſafes to ſpeak to us * 
* in our own Language, we muſt underſtand his words, , 
* juſt as we do, when they are ſpoke by men : Indeed 
* when I am ſure that it is an Inſpired Writing, I lay it 
* down for a Principle, T hat it contains nothing abſurd and 
* contradiftious, or repugnant to the received Principles of 
* Natural Reaſon ; but this does not give me Authority to 
*Expound the words of Scripture to any other ſenſe, than 
* what they will naturally bear, to reconcile them with 
*ſ{uch Notions as I call reaſon ; for if one man has this 
© liberty, another may take it, and the Scripture will be 
* tuned to every man's private Conceit ; and therefore in 
*caſe the plain ſenſe of Scripture contradiCts thaſe Noti- 
* ons I have of things, if it be poſſible to be true, I ſub- 
** mit to the Authority of Scripture ; if it ſcems to include | | 
* a ContradiQtion and Impoſlibilicy, if that ContradiQtion } 

«he 
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« be not plain and notorious, and in ſuch matters, as I am 
« ſure, I perfe&ly underſtand, there I ſubmit again, and 
& conclude it is no. ContradiQtion, though I cannot com- 
« orehend how it is:3-if I can by no means reconcile it, I 
« will confeſs, I do not underſtand it, and will not pretend 
«to give any ſenſe of it, much leſs to give ſuch a ſenſe of 
& it, as the words will not bear. 

His Fourth Charge is, that I ſay, Difficulty of concei- 
wving a thing, nay, the abſolute unconceivableneſs of it, muſt 
zot hinder our aſſent to what is contained in Revelation ; 
becauſe we do not disbelieve what is made known to us by 
Senſe or by Reaſon, notwithſtanding any difficulty or incon- 
ceivableneſs adhering to ſuch things. Thele are neither 
my Words nor my Argument. My Argument is this ; 
That ſince, as I had ſhewn, in matters of pure Revela- 
tion, which can be known no other way, Revelation 
muſt ſtand in the place of Senſe and Reaſon, we muſt al- 
low no Objeftions againſt revealed Myſteries, but what we will 
allow to be good Objections againſt Senſe and Reaſon, Now 
no man queſtions the truth of what he ſees and feels, or what 
he can prove to be true by plain and undeniable Reaſon, 
meerly becauſe there are unconceivable difficulties in it , as 
there ts in every thing, even the moſt certain and familiar 
things in Nature : And if revealed Truths are not more un- 
conceivable than many Natural Objetts of Senſe and Rea- 
ſon, why ſhould their being unconceivable be a greater Ol je- 
Aion againſt believing a Revelation, than it is againſt be- 
lieving our Senſe and Reaſon in matters equally unconceivable ? 


( Serm. p. 13.) 


This Argument is eaſi[y underſtood, but can never be 
Anſwered ; and therefore he wiſely reſolved not to under- 
ſtand it. In Anſwer to this he tells us, That he does 
not always believe his Senſes, nor his Reaſon neither, 
when it is not clear, but perplext with difficulties, or darken- 

| E ing 
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ing doubts, but eſpecially whes there is a remarkable aud ma- 
nifeſt incoxcervableneſs. Nor do I require he ſhould ; 
but my only Queſtion is, Whether .he daes not believe, 
bath his Senfes and Reaſon, that there are many things in 
the World, whoſe Natures are ſo myſterious, that he 
cannot conceive or comprehend the Reafons and Philoſo- 
phy of them ? That though he ſees Men and Bealts, 
Heaven and Earth, Sun, Moon, and Stars, he will not 
belicye, that there are fuch things as he ſecs , becauſe he 
cannot underſtand the Philoſophy of their Natures, and 
ſees a great many things done by them, which are per- 
fectly unaccountable, and would have been thought ab- 
{alurely impoſhble, had we nor ſeen them done? Thefe 
are all the contradictions aud impoſſibrlities, which I ſay men 
may make or find, when they know not the Philoſophical Na- 
tares of things, nor how they att, and yet will be reaſoning 
and preſſing at them ; which this wiſe Author calls a Ser- 
mon for Contradictions. But do I require any man 
to believe Contradifions? Nay, do I fay, that there 
are any ſuch Contradictions ? But this, 1 ſay, that there 
are fuch unconceivable My(terics, tn 8ll Created Nature, 
much more in the Incomprehenſible Nature of God, as 
ſome Gotham Philoſophers Cas he who knows them beſt 
calls them) charge with impofſibilities and contradicti- 
ons ; and yet thete Gorham Philoſophers are ſo wiſe as not 
to disbelicve their Senſes as to the being of thoſe thipgs, 
how unconceivable and incomprehentible [oeyer their na- 
tures are ; andthis is all I ask, that in matters of pure Re» 
velation we give the ſame credit to Revelation, that in 
the ObjeQs of ſenſe we give to ſenſe, z. e. not to disbelicve 
what. is revealed, As, that God has an Eternal Son, and 
that this Erernal Son in time was made Man, becaule the 
Eternal Generation and Incarnation are inconceivable 
Myſteries; as we do nat disbelieve, that there are any 
Men in the World, becauſe Human Generations, = 
rrie 


CI 
the Union of Soul and Body are inconceivable Myſteries 
in Nature, 

Towards the Concluſion of my Sermon, I Anſwered 
Two ObjeAions againſt believing a Revelation as to ſuch 
Doctrines which are inconceivable and incomprehenſi- 
ble to meer Natural Reaſon. And here to prepare the 
way, he firſt {corns the ObjeQtions, as never made before, 
or however by none but my ſelf. That I paſs over known 
and very dangerous Objettions, and Anſwer only to Chimera's 
and Follies, never ſuggeſted or thought of by any. (p. 18.) 

I am glad to find, that he grows athamed of theſe So- 
cinias Chimera's and Pollies ; but let us hear what they 
are. 

i. It is thought very unnatural, that when God has made 
us reaſonable Creatures, and therefore made natural Reaſon 
to us the meaſure of truth and falſhood, he fhould require us 
to believe without Reaſon, as we muſt do, if he reveal ſuch 
things to us, as we do not, and cannot poſſibly kuow the rea- 
ſons of : If we muſt believe with our underſtanding , how 
can we believe things, which we cannot underſtand? Now 
this Socinian does not believe, that any Sett of Religious 
ever made this or the like Objeftion ; Let him, as he fays, 

ſauff his Candle once more, and look into the late Socinian 

Pamphlets : What is the meaning of all their Zcal for 
Reaſon in this Caufe, of their great noiſe and outcry 
about Myſteries, Nonſenfe, ContradiQtions ? What is the 
meaning of their Expoundiog —_— by Reafon, not 
like Fools, but like Wiſe men ? Why has this Author ſhewn 
ſuch a furious Zeal againſt believing a Revelation not- 
withſtanding any ObjeQions from meer Natural Reaſon 
and Philoſophy againſt it ? If, as he now ſays, our Rea- 

ſon and Underſtandings are finite and imperfet# , and the 

Wiſdom and Power of God moſt perfeiF : Therefore he may 

reveal many things to us, to be believed by us, though we 

underſtand them not, nor have any other cauſe of onr believing 

E 2 them, 


_— "_—_ o 


(28) 


them, but only God's Revelation of them, (p. 19.) Nothing 
can be more true, than what he ſays, that Reaſon is the 
meaſure of truth and falſhood, but not the frail Fallible Rea- 
ſon of Men , but the Infallible Wiſdom of God. If he be 
fincere and hearty in this, we are perfeCtly agreed ; for 
this is the very DoQtrine of my Sermon, which he has 
ſo furiouſly oppoſed, or would be thought to oppoſe ; for 
to ſpeak the Truth, he has not oppoſed the DoQtrine of 
my Sermon ; but , in his own Language, his own Chime- 
7a's and Follies. 

--, But here is either a Fallacy in his Words, or he gives 
up his Cauſe, which it is plain he never intended ; The 
Queſtion is not abſolutely, What is the Rule and Meaſure 
of Truth and Falſhood,. but what is ſo to us ? Now it he 
will allow, that Frail and Fallible Reaſon is not a Rule to 
us, then we may believe things, which our Reaſon does 
not approve ; nay, which it may judge improbable and 
falſe : And if the infallible Wiſdom of God be a Rule to ws, 
it can be ſo only in a Revelation, and then we may and 
mult believe the infallible Wiſdom of God in a, Revela- 
tion againſt the Objetions of Frail and Fallible Rea 
On. | 
/ And one may ealily gueſs, there is ſomething ami{ 
ſtill, notwithſtanding all theſe conceſſions ; for as ſilly ax 
Objettion, as he ſays, this is (which Iam glad to hear), he 
will by no means own, that I have Anſwered it, and then I 
have very ill luck indeed, to make 4 ſilly Objefion, which 
was never made before, and not be able to Anſwer it 

when I have done. | 
The Anſwer I give to this ObjeCtion is this, That the 
Matter of the ObjeQion is not true ; for we- do under- 
ſtand both what it is we believe, and the reaſons why we 
believe it-; and this I ſuppoſe may paſs for an Anſwer 
to that Objection :- But then it is farther Objeted , That 
we believe ſuch things, whoſe Natures we cannot underſtand, 
ank 
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and cannot account for by natural Reaſon; To this I An- 
ſwer, That Reaſon is not the judge of the Nature and Phi- 
Ifophy of things, nor dces it require us to believe nothirg 
but what we thus underſtand and comprehend : For then, as 1 
had ſhewn, we muſt no more believe Senſe and Reaſon, than 
Reve/atiou: And this I take to be a good Anſwer too z 
but then to ſhew the reaſon of this, I add : When we 
make an Objetion againſt any thing, that. it is without Rea- 
ſon . or as we apprehend, contrary to reaſon , we muſt firſt 
conſider , whether it be the proper Objet# of Reaſon; uther- 
wiſe it is uo Objedtion ; as it is no Objection againſt ſounds, 
that we cannot ſce them, nor againſt colours , that we 
cannot hear them ;, becauſe ſounds are not the objett of 
fiaht , nor colours of heariig. This, I think, is plain 
Senſe, and good Reaſon too; but this he ſays is 
no Anſwer to that Obje&tion , Why ſhould reaſonable 
Creatures be obliged to believe things without Reaſon? Nor 
was it ever intended as an immediate Anſwer to it ; the 
Anſwer TI give is, That we are not oblig'd ts believe without 
Reaſon ; but when ſuch Mena as this Author Objet farther, 
That to Believe things, whoſe natures we do not underſtand, 
and cannot account for by natural Reaſon, is to believe withs 
out Reaſon ; it is a proper Analwer to ſay, That Reaſon is not 
judge of the Nature and Philoſophy of things, and nothing 
canbe ſaid tobe without Reaſon, or againſt Reaſon, which ts 
not the obje:i of Reaſon ;, as no man pretends, that the pure 
Natures and *ſſences of things, or their Eſſential Reaſons, 
Properties, Unions, Operations, are ; (Serm. p. 19.) But 
herein, it ſeems, I was miſtaken; for I have met with a 
Man at laſt, who makes Reaſon the judge of all this ; fox 
if theſe be not the Objeits of Reaſon, Reaſon has no Objett 
at all ; for our Reaſon can be no otherwiſe employed, but either 
about Subſtances, or their Unions, Eſſential Reaſons, Opera» 
tions or Properties, (p. 20.) Very right ! we may know 
ſomething of all this; but I ſpeak of the Philoſophy of 

Nature : 


(go) | 


Nature:Now canthis new Philoſopher tell us, What the pure | 
ſimple Eſfence and Subſtance of any thing is ? What naked 


Matter [tripp'd of all Accidents and Qualities is ? How Soul 
and Body are United, which cannot Touch each other? How 
a Spirit ſhould feel Pain or Pleaſures from the ImpreMions Þ 
on the Body ? How we Think and Reaſon ? Nay, How * 


4 
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we See and Hear? How Thought moves our Bodies, and ©. 


excites our Paſſions ? And a Thouſand ſuch like Myſteries ; © 
which could he Unriddle, he would infinitely gratify the * 


Inquiſitive world : But Chriſtianity not Myſterious, and the : | 


Philoſophy of pure fimple Nature, are too great Diſcove- 
ries for one Age ; and yet if ever this happens, they muſt 
go together. 

For as I obſerved, this is all the incomprehenſibility men 
have to complain of in the Dotrine of the Trinity and Incar- 
vation : The firſt concerns the pure Nature, Eſſence, Sub- 
ſtance, of God, and the Eſſential DiſtiaQtion and Unity 
of the Godhead, which we neither do, nor can know any 
thing of; for all Nature is a Secret and Myſtery to us, 
much more the Infinite Nature of God. And the ſecond 
concerns the Union of the Divine and Human Nature in 
the Perſon of Chriſt ; which is a Myſtery, but what we 
ought not to complain of, fince the Philoſophy of all Na- 
tural Unions is a Myſtery tous. Theſe things are not the 
ObjeQs of Reaſon; and therefore though we believe them 
upon the Authority of a Revelation, without underſtand- 
ing the Myſtery of them, this is not to believe without, or 
contrary to Reaſon. And what now does this Socinian ſay 
to this? truly not one word, but falls out with Socznus and 


Crellius, and fome of his beſt Friends, for talking fo much : 


of Myfteries, (which by the way ſhews, that this is nor 
fuch a new and unheard of ObjeCtion , as he would pre- 
tend) for now he has found out, that tiere is no Myſtery 
at all in the DoCtrines of the Trinity, and Incarnation ; 
and be is 1a the right, if his Socinian Explication of theſe 


Dottrines, 
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? Doftrines, (which deftroys the Myftery, and the Catho- 
lick Faith together ) may paſs for the Dottrine of the 
# Church. But there has been enough {aid of that in the 
1 diftintion between Real and Nominal Trinitarians, examined, 
2 which the Reader may confult, and this Author anfwer, 
at his leifure ; though I am very ſenſible he can never 
> want ſuch Anſwers as this for any thing. 
> 2aly, The Second Objettion againſt ſuch a Revelation, as 
” contains matters which natural Reaſon eannot comprehend, is, 
” to what purpoſe ſuch a Revelation ſerves ? what merit there 
' can be 11 believing ſuch Dottrine; ? and of what good nſe 
| ſuch a Faith can be to us ? Serm. p. 2% This is another 
! ObjeQtion, which he t1z2ks mo Sect of Religions ever made 
| (p. 24.) but the Irreligions may make this Objection, and 
there are more than one Set of theſe. 

Asto the uſefulneſs of ir, E obſerved, That thongh neither 
Natural, nor Revealed K yowledge extends to the Reaſons 
and Cauſes of Nature, and of Eſſential Properties and Opera- 
tions, yet both Natural and Revealed Knowledge i of as much 

\ uſe tows, as if we did perfeitly nnderſtand all the Secret aud 
Incomprehenſib'e Myſteries of the Nature of God, or of the 
Natares of Creatures. Both Natiral and Revealed Know- 

 leage are alike npon this account, that they only acquaint us 

' what things ave, and what ends they ſerve, and then we know 

' what uſe to make of them, without under ſtanding the Secret My- 

' fteries off Nature, This I ſhew'd both in the Knowledge 
of Nature, and of God, and added ; We may make all the 
wſe that can be made of this World, and of every thing in it, 

without underſtanding the Fſſential Reaſons and Canſes, or 

* Internal Nature of any thing. This laſt Claufe he fixes 

this Remarks on ; and that he may have fomething to re- 

*mark, he changes my Words thus. We may uſe the World 
45 fully, and every thing in it to as good purpoſe, as if we 
lunder flood the Reaſons and Internal Natares of things. And 

then adds, No, / rifler, not ſo fully, nor to fo good pur. 
| poſe, 
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poſe, as if we better underſtood the Natures of thinzs., Now 
this fy, and to as good purpoſe, are not my Words but 
his own; ay we can make no uſe at all of it , but only ſo 
far forth as we underſtand the Nature and Reaſons of things jn 
it, Wecanuſe nothing to any purpoſe, till we know or under- 
ſtand ſomething of its nature ; and no farther can we apply it 
and uſe it, than we underſtand its Nature, and know its Pro« 
perties ana Powers, Now this is not meerly rriflizg, but 
Knavery : He repreſents me very ridiculouſly atlerting , 
That we may as fall, and to as good purpoſe ule every 
thing in the World without knowing its Nature, Vertues 
and Properties, as if we knew them ; whereas I exprelly 
aſſert, 'That we muſt firſt know, what things are, and what 
ends they ſerve (and the better we know this, to be ſure 
the better) and then we know what uſe to make of them, with- 
out underſtanding the ſecret Myſteries of Nature. "That is, 
when by Experience and Obſervation , we know what 
things are good for, we know how to uſe them without 
underſtanding the ſecret Myſteries and Philoſophy of Na- 
ture: As how God created all things out of nothing ; how 
the Corn grows, or our Food nouriſhes us, and the like: 
And thus I ſhew'd it was as to the Doctrine of the Trinity, 
and Incarnation, that how unaccountable ſoever thelſc 
Myſteries be, it is the moſt uſeful and neceſſary Know: 
ledge 1n the world. | 

But there is one thing ſtill behind, which I 6nd nettles 
this Author; and I don't wonder at it: To ſhew how 
much 7t became the Goodneſs of God to reveal theſe Myſte- 
ries of Salvati-n to us, Toblerved, That the lapſed ſtate of 
Human Nature makes Supernatural Knowledoe neceſſary :-— 
For though Natural Knowledge muſt be allowed ſufficient to 
all the ends of Human Life, while man continued Innocent — 
Tet when man had ſinned, he forfeited the Favour of God, 
and a natural Immortality; and whether he ſhould be reſtored 
.O0r not, and by what means he ſhould be reſtored, depended 


wholly 
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wholly on the Sovereign Will and Pleaſure of God. And 


I therefore the Light of Nature, though it could aire't an inno- 
> BN cent man how to pleaſe and worſhip God, and to preſerve him- 
n Bl ſelf Immortal, it could not t:ach Sinners how to make Attone- 
. | ment for Sin; nor give them any certain Hopes that Goa 
ic | world forrive Sins, and beſtyw immortal Life on them : 
3. BN Which makes it neceſſary, that the Religion of a Sinner be 4 
it | Revealed Religion. This he imperteGtly tranſcribes, and 
adds; True, but zot in the leaſt to the purpoſe : 'l is no An- 
y ſmer to that Objeition, but to another : Namely to this, Why 
&s | Revelation or a \npernatural Knowledge is neceſſary? Here 
ly | b* had overſhot himlelt,in allowing SupernaturalR nowleage 
it | neceſſary,and therefore immediately qualifies it with,or how- 
re i ever highly requiſite, which declares chis Socinian's Opinion, 


». | That we might have been {aved without the Knowledge 
of Chriſt or the Goſpel-Revelation ; for I know nothing 


+ that can make any thing more neceſſary, than the necefſ1- 
ir | ty of valvation: And therefore it it be not zeceſſary, but 
a. & only highly requiſite, we might be ſaved without it: He 
w $ adds the Reaton why he lays this is nothing to the pur- 
-. | poſe. The Objetion was concerning a Revelation and Faith, 
y, not intelligib'e, or not concerveable; the Anſwer is only cons 
4 cerning Revelation ( or Supernatural Kyowledge) in general, 
a. Why it was given to men. Butt 15neither [o, nor ſo; the 


Objection concerns the uſe of ſuch a Revelation as con- 
tains matters which Natural Reaſon cannot compretiend ; 
This part of the Anſwer proves from the lapſed Rate of 
1. | Human Nature the abſolute Neceſlity of the Goſpel Reve- 
of lation , which contains theſe Myſteries. For if Nature 

can't ſave us, it can't diſcover to us the way of Salvation nei= 
ther ; and if we muit be ſaved by a Supernatural Grate and 
Power, it muſt be ſurernaturally revealed ; and what is Su- 
iP) pernatural is the Objeft of Faith, not of Natura! Kynowleage. 
of EM» P. 24, 
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But he adds, There is a great difference between Superns: 
turally revealed, and unconceivable ; the whole Chriſtian Re- 
ligion, the Precepts as well as Faith of it, is a Supernaturalſj { 
Revelation, and yet a Syſtem ſo intelligible that it muſt be | 
taught to the Women, to the Poor, and: wen to little Chilarea,Þ | 
This is true, but there is a difference between Supernatural | 
Knowledge, as oppoſed to Nat ural Knowledge, and Super-Þ | 
natural Revelation : Such things as Nature can teach us, J 

| 


may be ſupernaturally revealed, and the degeneracy of 
Mankind may make this, in his Language, highly re- 
quiſite; as the Nature and Providence of God, a future 
»tate, and the dititerences of Good and Evil ; But Superna 
tural Kpowledge is a Knowledge which Nature cannot teach, 
but mult be learned only by Revelacion ; and this is the 
Knowledge, and a Mytterious Knowledge it is, which 
the lapſed ſtate of Human Nature makes neceſſary, as ne- 
ceſlary as the Salvation of Sinners by the Incarnation andÞ 
Death of the Son of God : Which makes a great differ-# 
ence between the Precepts and Faith of the Goſpel, though} 
both. contained in the ſame Revelation. : 
He adds, It was not made the matter of Supernatural Re-| 
velation, for its Difficulty, Myſteriouſneſs, or Tranſcendency | 
of the Human Underſt andizg, but to aſcertain the Trath of it, 
and to enforce its Authority in the world, Which is in plain} 
E»gliſh to ſay, That the Deſign of the Goſpel-Reve:ation | 
was not to teach us any rhing beyond the Diſcovery or 
Comprcheaſion of meer Natural Reaſon, bur only to give | 
greater Certainty and Authority to the Laws and Religion Þ 
of Nature. And here, for a concluſion, I joyn Iſſue} 
with this Socinian (and am glad to take the leaſt Hint for 
ſome uſeful Diſcourſe), Whether the Goſpel Revelation 
contain any thing which Nature could not teach us, and 
which Natural Reaſon cannot comprehend ; or were only | 
intended to give greater Certainty and Authority to the} 

Religion of Nature ? 
That? 


RT} 
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That the Goſpel is a New Revelation of what Nature 
could not teach, nor meer Natural Reaſon comprehend , 
T ſhall prove ; not from the Name or Notion of Myſteries, 
which theſe men ſo fooliſhly and abſurdly ridicule ; but 
from the expreſs Authority of St. Paul, 1 Cor. 2. 14. But 
the natural man receiveth not the things of the ſpirit of God, 
for they are fooliſhneſs unto him, neither can he know them, be- 
canſe they are ſpiritually diſcerned. A brief Explication of 
which Words will be of great uſe 1n our preſent Di- 
ſpute. 

"The Juyngs arlpwnrG., or Natural Man, as Theophilat 
and other Greek Fathers. obſerve, is the man who judges 
only by Natural Light and Reaſon, and will receive and 
believe nothing beyond what Nature teaches : And the 
Context proves this to be the true meaning of it. This 
account the Apoſtle gives of the Grecian Philoſophers, 


* That as the Jews required a ſizn, ſo the Greeks ſeek after 
* wiſdom, 1 Cor. 1. 22. nothing would content them 
; but ſome Philoſophical Speculations, and Natural Proofs 
and Demonſtrations of Paith; which in this Chapter he 
* calls, The enticing words of mans wiſdom , and oppoſes to 
;; | the demonſtration of the ſpirit, and of power : that is, to 

'Z the Evidence of Miracles wrought by the Spirit of God ; 
which are a more certain and infallible Proof than all their 
# Pretences to Reaſon and Demonſtration : For where is the 
* wiſe? where is the ſcribe? where is the diſputer of this 
* world? hath not God made fooliſh the wiſdom of this world ? 
| for after that in the wiſdom of God, the world by wiſdom 
* (by natural Reaſon and Philoſophy) knew not God, it plea- 


ſed God by the fooliſhneſs of preaching to ſave them that be- 
lieve, 1 Cor. 1. 20,21. itheſeare the men who rejeted the 
Faith of Chriſt, of whom the Apoſtle here ſpeaks, and 


| gives an account of the reaſon of their Infidelity in theſe 


words, The natural man receiveth not the things of the ſpirit 


of God. 
F 2 : Which 
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Which will more fully appear, by examining what zheſe 
things of the Spirit of God are : And it is evident from the 
whole Context, that they are matters of pure Revelation, 
which can be known only by the Revelation of the Spirit, 
or the whole Oeconomy of our Salvation, by the Incarna- 
tion, Death, Reſurreftion, Aſcenſion, of Jeſus Chriſt, 
the Eternal Son of God, which is the Subject of the Go- 
ſpel-Revelation. This he calls, The Wiſdom of God in a 
Myſtery, even the hidden Wiſdom, which God ordained before 
the world to our glory, ver. 7. and what this 1s, immediately 
tollows 3 Which none of the princes of this world knew ; for 
had they known it, they would not have crucified the Lord of 
Glory; which can reter only to the Diſpenſation of Grace 
by Jeſus Chriſt, This Nature could not teach us, as #t is 
written, Eye hath not [ en, neither ear heard, neither have 
entred into the heart of man, the things which God hath pre- 
pared for them that love him, v. 9. That is, ſuch things 
as neither Senſe, nor Natural Reaſon could inform us of : 
But God hath revealed them to us by his Spirit, for the Spirit 
ſearcheth all thing s,even the acep things of God ; for what man 
knoweth the things of a man, but the Spirit of a man which is in 
him? even ſo the things of God knoweth no man,but the ſpirit of 
God : Now we have received not the Spirit of the World, but 
the Spirit which is of God, that we may know thoſe things 
which are freel» given us of God : Which proves that theſe 
are properly the things of the Spirit, which could never 
be known but by the Revelation of the Spirit ; For they 
are the deep things of God, his Secret Counſels and Purpoſes 
for the Redemption of Mankind ; the free Reſults of his 
own Wiſdom and Goodnels, the things which are freely gi- 
ven us of God; and therefore can be known, and can be 
revealed only by the Spirit ; and theſe are the things of 
the Stirit, which the natural Man, the vain Pretender to 
Reaſon and Philoſophy , receiverh not. Now can any 
man deſire a plainer Proct than this, how incompeteur a 


Judge 
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Judge: meer natural Reafon is of the Myſteries of Faith, 
of the whole Occonomy of Goſpel-Grace ? For what the 
natural Man does not receive, that meer natural Reaſon 
does not receive ; for the only Reaſon why the natural 
Man does not receive it, is becauſe natural Reaſon does 
not receive it ; and what is fooli/oneſs to the natural 
Man, is fooliſhnels to natural Reaſon; and what the natu- 
ral Man cannot know, becauſe they are /piritually diſcern» 
ed, that natural Reaſon cannot diſcern. 

Now can there be a plainer Proof than this (if we be- 
lieve St. Paul) that there are ſuoh DoCtrines contained in 
the Goſpel, as natural Reaſon does not receive, or ap- 
prove, but rejeQts with ſcorn : For it is not ſaid, That the 
natural Man cannot by the mere Light of Nature find out, 
or diſcover theſe things of the Spirit z that he had aflerted 
before, but theſe words give a reaſon of the Infidelity of 
the Wiſe Men, the Scribes, the Diſputers of this World, 
who rejeQed the Faith when it was preached to them by 
the Apoſtles ; that the natural Man, 8s 9&q&r24, does not 
receive or approve the Faith; and not only ſo, bur rejes 
it as fooliſhneſs, as abſurd, contradiQtious, impolſible, un- 
worthy of a Man of Reaſon, and Philoſophy. Like rhe 
Philoſothers of the Epicureans, and the Staicks , who en- 
countred St, Paul, when he preached at Athens; and ſome 
ſaid, What will this babler ſay; other ſome, He ſcemeth to be 
a ſetter forth of ſtrange gods, becauſe he preached unto them 
Jeſus and the reſ :rrettion. 17. As 18, 

It then there be ſuch DoQtrines as theſe in the Goſpel- 
Revelation, it 1s certain, it can be no O-jcttion againſt any 
Article of the Chriſtian Faith, that meer natural Reaſon 
does not receive, approve, comprehend it, but accounts it 
abſurd, ridiculous, foolith ; for thus the things of the Spi- 
rit of God were to the natural Vian in St. Paul's days, 
and thus they will always be. Nay it the things of che 
Spirit of God are fo tar above tlic comprehenſion of Hu- 
man 
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man Reaſon, then ſuch Doftrines as meer natural Rea- 
ſon does not receive , have this Mark and Charafer of 
Divinity, if they are contained in the Goſpel-Revelation : 
Nay, let meadd farther, That thoſe DoQrines which have 
been always owned and defended with the warmeſt Zeal 
by the Catholick Church, and oppoſed and reje&ed with 
as great ſcorn and contempt by Pagans, Infidels, and He- 
reticks,. as a contradiQtion to the Reaſon of Mankind, 
and the Philoſophy of Nature, are moſt likely to be the 
true Chriſtian Faith; for this proves thar the Chriſtian 
Church always believed them to be Goſpel-Do&rines; and 
Infidels and Hereticks rejeQted them as incomprehenſible, 
and inconceiveable, and abſurd to Human Reaſon ; and 
ſuch the DoQrine of the Trinity, and Incarnation, and 
Croſs of Chriſt, have always been to ſuch natural Men. 

Nay, farther : If there be ſuch DoQtrines in the Goſ- 
pel-Revelation, which meer Natural Reaſon receiveth 
not, but accounts fooliſhneſs ; then it is certain, that is 
not the true Chriſtian Faith which contains none of 
theſe Myſteries, none of this hidden» Wiſdom , none of 
theſe deep things of God, Let the Socinian then tell us, 
What things there are in their Faith, which the Natural 
Man receiveth not , which are above the comprehenſion 
of meer Natural Reaſon: They glory that they have 
no ſuch incomprehenſible Myſteries in their Faith ; that 
they have a reaſonable Faith, that they have ſtript Chriſtian 
Religion of Riddles and Myſteries , and fitted it to the 
level and comprehenſion of Human Reaſon ; but this 
very thing wherein they glory, is a demonſtration againſt 
them, that Sociniaviſm is not the true Chriſtian Faith ; 
for that contains ſuch DoEQrines , as the Natural Man 
and meer Natural Reaſon receiveth not. 

They commonly laugh at thac diſtinQtion between 
things contrary to Reaſon, and above Reaſon, which Hu- 
man Reaſon is no judge of. We aflert, Thar CO 

evela- 
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Revelation can never contradiQ true Reaſon ; for a Di- 
vine Revelation muſt be true, and true Reaſon is true, 
and Truth cannot contradi& Truth : But we afſert , that 
there are many things in the Chriſtian Faith which 
are above Reaſon ; which Reaſon is not a competent judge 
of, and which Natural Men may call contradictions, if 
every thing muſt paſs for a contradiQion to Reaſon, 
which meer Natural Reaſon does not receive, approve, 
allow. But after all, they muſt find ſomething above Na- 
tural Reaſon, if they will believe like Chriſtians ; for 
ſuch things there are in the Chriſtian Faith, and then let 
them diſtinguiſh as they can between contrary to Reaſon, 
and above it. : 

But I muſt take notice of one thing more in theſe 
words, the reaſon why the natural man receiveth not the 
things of the Spirit of God, and cannot know them, Viz. 
becauſe they are ſpiritually diſcerned , mulugmax, they are 
to be known and judged of only by Spiritual Arguments. 
and Methods ; and therefore the Natural Man , who re- 
jects all means of Knowledge but Natural Reaſon, can 
never know them. The Truth and Certainty of our 
Faith mult be learnt, not from the Evidence of Natural 
Reaſon and Philoſophy , which was the Evidence the 
Philoſophers expe&ed. The Greeks ſeek after Wiſdom, 
1 Cor. 1. 22. But *t. Paul tells us, 1 hat Chrift fent him 
to preach the Goſpel, not with Wiſdom of words, left the 
Croſs of Chriſt ſbould be made of none effett. v.17. & C 2. 4, 5. 
And my Speech and my Preaching was not with enticing 
words of man's wiſdom ; but in demonſtration of the Spirit 
and of Power. I did not confirm my Doctrine by Natu- 
ral Reaſons and Arguments; but by the Evidence of Mi- 
racles wrought by the Power of the Holy Spirit; That 
your Faith ſhould not ſtand in the wiſdom of men, but in- 
the power of God. And the true Interpretation, and ad- 
mirable Wiſdom of thcle Divine Myſteries, muſt be /pi- 

| ritually 
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#- ritually diſcerned alſo. Which things alſo we ſprak not 8:1 
' the words which man's Wiſdom teacheth ; but whith the Holys" 
(hoſt . teacheth, comparing ſpiritual things with ſpirit nals; 
There is a ſpiritual Language belongs to ſpiritual Things 

and we' muit learn the crue Senſe and :Interpreration of; 

the Paith, not from Natural Ideas, or the Words: ;and, 

Notions of Philoſophy, that is, in the Socinian Languages 

by Expounding Scripture by Natural Reaſon ; but; by 

ſtudying the Language of Scripture, and the meaning of 

the Holy Gholt 1n it, eſpecially by comparing the Old. 

and the New Teſtament together ; Spiritual things with 

Spiritual : This is a way of Learning which Natural 

Men deſpiſe, and therefore cannot now the things of the | 
Spirit of God, which mult be ſpiritually diſcerned. All this 

I think abundantly proves that there are ſuch Myſteries:in 

the Chriſtian Faith,as meerNatural Reaſon cannot diſcover, 

cannot prove, cannot receive and comprehend, -cagnot- 1A+ 

terpret ; which ſhews what reaſon we have to diſtinguiſh 

betwen matters of pure Faith and Philoſophy ;  and/ what 

danger there is of corrupting the Faith by. Philoſophy: - 

' And now-I think I may conclude ; for I ſuppoſe nao 

body will expe&, that I ſhould defend my felt againſt 

his ridiculous Charge, That I am a Socinian ; which had 

he believed, I ſhould have found better treatment from 

him : But I ſhall leave him to rave by himſelf, and 

look upon all theſe Hurricanes of Fury and Vengeance, as 

a good fign that they feel themſelves mortally Wounded: 


THE EN D. 


